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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 9, 10, and 12-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Dallas (USP 6,516,891) in view of Dearing et al. (US Patent 
Application 2002/0125014). 

With respect to claim 1, Dallas discloses a coil tubing injector assembly adapated 
to force coil tubing strings into a subterranean well through a lubricator assembly or a 
stuffing box (16) against well pressure, comprising: a frame structure (26) for mounting 
above a wellhead of a subterranean well; and at least one gripper chain drive system 
(38) mounted to the frame structure for injecting a plurality of coil tubing strings of 
different diameters through the lubricator assembly or stuffing box against well pressure 
(see figure 1) into the subterranean well and, each of the at least one gripper chain 
drive system including a pair of opposed griper chain drives respectively (see figure 5) 
and having a plurality of opposed gripping blocks (62). Dallas further discloses a 
gripper chain drive system having at least first and second concave coil tubing gripping 
surfaces respectively adapted to grip a said coil tubing sting of a respective first and 
second diameter (see abstract). Dallas teaches that first and second coil tubing strings 
may be injected synchronously or asynchronously to satisfy different requirements in 
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various applications, such as in well stimulation, to stimulate separate production zones, 
for stimulation and recording pressure and temperature or spotting fluids or for cieanout 
or house electrical conductors without repositioning the respective coil tubing strings. 
See column 3 line 47 to column 4 line 17. 

However, Dallas does not disclose a third tubing gripping surface adapted to grip 
a third coil tubing string of a third diameter. Dearing teaches running time is reduced as 
the number of strings simultaneously run into the well are increased. See page 2 
paragraph [0030]. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to modify Dallas to include at least a third coil gripping surface 
adapted to grip a third diameter as taught by Dearing in order to reduce the run time. 
The combination of Dallas in view of Dearing is silent as to the size of the third 
diameter. It is understood to one having ordinary skill in the art that certain diameters 
are used for certain downhole operations. It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have the third diameter be of a 
different size depending on the particular needs of the downhole operation. 

With respect to claim 2, Dallas teaches an assembly wherein each of the gripping 
blocks (62) comprises at least one said gripping surface adapted to grip one of the 
plurality of coil tubing strings. See figure 5. 

With respect to claim 4, Dallas teaches an assembly comprising a single said 
gripper chain drive system (38), wherein the single gripper chain drive system has a pair 
of opposed gripper chain drives (42), wherein each gripper chain drive in said pair 
includes a respective said plurality of opposed gripping blocks that are substantially 
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identical (62), and wherein each of the opposed gripping blocks defines at least the first, 
second gripping surfaces. It would have been obvious to modify Dallas to include a 
third gripping surface as taught by Dearing et al. in order to grip three coil strings and 
reduce running time. 

With respect to claim 5, Dallas teaches two gripping wherein each of the gripping 
blocks has at least two said gripping surfaces, each of the gripping surfaces being 
respectively adapted to grip a tubing string of a different diameter (see figure 5). 
However, Dallas does not teach four gripping surfaces, each of the surfaces being able 
to grip a tubing string of a different diameter. Dearing et al. teaches two or more 
gripping surfaces in order to run different sized tubing strings into the well in order to 
reduce running time. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to modify Dallas by including four gripping surfaces, each 
surface adapted to grip a tubing string of a different diameter as taught by Dearing et al. 
in order to run multiple tubing strings of different diameters down a well to reduce 
running time. 

With respect to claim 9, Dallas teaches a coil tubing injector assembly adapted to 
force coil tubing strings in a subterranean well through a lubricator or a stuffing box (16) 
against well pressure, comprising: at two independently drivable gripper chain drive 
systems (see abstract, 38), each gripper chain drive system having a pair of opposed 
gripper chain drives (42), each gripper chain drive system having a plurality of 
substantially identical gripping blocks (62) with at least one concave coil tubing gripping 
surface (see figure 5) of a respective different size for gripping respective tubing strings 
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of respectively different diameters (18, 22), wherein the coil tubing injector assembly 
can be used to inject at least two coil tubing strings having respective different 
diameters into a well either synchronously or asynchronously (see column 3 lines 47- 
56). Dallas does not teach having at least three gripper chain drive systems. Dearing 
et al. teaches that it is advantageous to run two or more spooled tubing strings into a 
well in order to reduce running time. It would have been obvious to make at least three 
independently drivable gripper chain drive systems in order to reduce running time. The 
combination of Dallas in view of Dearing is silent as to the size of the third diameter. It 
is understood to one having ordinary skill in the art that certain diameters are used for 
certain downhole operations. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to have the third diameter be of a different size 
depending on the particular needs of the downhole operation. 

With respect to claim 10, Dallas teaches that an assembly wherein each gripping 
block has a single gripping surface (see column 6 lines 48-67). 

With respect to claim 12, Dallas teaches two gripper chain drive systems each 
having gripping blocks with gripper surfaces of a different size than the gripping 
surfaces of the other three gripper chain drive systems (see column 6 lines 48-67). 
However, Dallas does not teach four gripper chain drive systems. As explained above, 
Dearing teaches two or more spooled tubing strings that are simultaneously run into the 
well in order to reduce running time which have different sizes (see page 3 paragraph 
[0042]). It would have been obvious to modify Dallas by including four gripper chain 
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drive systems having different sizes as taught by Dearing et al. in order to run different 
sized tubing strings into the well and reduce running time. 

With respect to claim 13, Dallas teaches two gripper chain drive systems each 
having gripping blocks with gripper surfaces of a different size than the gripping 
surfaces of the other three gripper chain drive systems (see column 6 lines 48-67). 
However, Dallas does not teach four gripper chain drive systems. As explained above, 
Dearing teaches two or more spooled tubing strings that are simultaneously run into the 
well in order to reduce running time which have different sizes (see page 3 paragraph 
[0042]). It would have been obvious to modify Dallas by including five gripper chain 
drive systems having different sizes as taught by Dearing et al. in order to run different 
sized tubing strings into the well and reduce running time. 

With respect to claim 14, Dallas teaches an assembly wherein the at least one 
gripper chain drive system (38) comprises a pair of opposed gripper chain drives (42), 
each gripper chain drive having a drive sprocket (44) mounted to a drive shaft (46), 
each drive shaft being coupled to a motor (52) whereby the drive shafts (46) of the 
opposed gripper chain drives are rotated at a same angular velocity but in opposite 
rotation directions. 

With respect to claim 15, Dallas teaches an assembly wherein each gripper chain 
drive (42) further comprises: an idle sprocket (48) mounted to an idle shaft (50); and a 
gripper chain (42) engaged with the drive sprocket (44) and the idle sprocket (48), the 
gripper chain (42) having the gripping blocks (62) attached around an outer periphery of 
the gripper chain (42). 
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With respect to claim 16, Dallas teaches an assembly wherein each gripper chain 
drive further comprises a pressure beam (86) supported by the frame structure (26) and 
movable with respect to the frame structure, the pressure beam (86) being adapted to 
support the gripper chain (42) while the gripper chains grip the coil tubing string (18, 
22). 

With respect to claim 17, Dallas teaches an assembly further comprising a roller 
chain system (84) operatively mounted to the pressure beam (86) for reducing friction 
between the pressure beam (86) and the gripper chain (42). 

With respect to claim 18, Dallas teaches an assembly wherein the pressure 
beam (86) is connected to an actuator (92) mounted to the frame structure for moving 
the pressure beam (86).. 

With respect to claim 19, Dallas teaches a method for injecting at least two 
differently-sized coil tubing strings into a subterranean well through a lubricator 
assembly or stuffing box (16) against well pressure using a single coil tubing injector, 
comprising the steps of: simultaneously gripping at least two differently-size coil tubing 
strings with at least two differently-sized concave coil tubing (see figure 5) gripping 
surfaces respectively formed on at least two gripping blocks attached to opposed 
gripper chains of at least one gripper chain drive system of the single coil tubing injector 
(see figure 5); and driving at least one of the opposed gripper chains at substantially the 
same angular velocity in opposite rotational directions to inject at least one of the at 
least two coil tubing strings through the lubricator assembly or the stuffing box into the 
subterranean well against the well pressure (see figure 1 and column 8 line 55 to 
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column 9 line 4, wherein the opposed gripper chains are inherently at the same angular 
velocity). However, Dallas does not disclose three differently-sized coil tubing strings. 
Dearing et al. teaches three differently-sized gripping surfaces in order to reduce 
running time (see page 3 paragraph [0042]). It would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dallas by including three 
differently-sized coil tubing strings as taught by Dearing et al. in order to insert tubing 
strings of different sizes into the well and reduce running time. The combination of 
Dallas in view of Dearing is silent as to the size of the third diameter. It is understood to 
one having ordinary skill in the art that certain diameters are used for certain downhole 
operations. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
of the invention to have the third diameter be of a different size depending on the 
particular needs of the downhole operation. 

With respect to claim 20, Dallas teaches a step of actuating pressure beams to 
force the gripping surfaces of the gripper chains against the at least two coil tubing 
strings (see column 7 lines 7-25). As explained above, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Dallas by 
including three tubing strings as taught by Dearing et al. in order to reduce running time. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments filed 5/31/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant argues that Dearing does not teach a third coil gripping surface 
of a third diameter. However, Dallas teaches two gripping surfaces of two different 
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diameters. Dearing teaches that running time is reduced as one adds more strings and 
that it is desirable to run in different sized tubing stings. It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art to modify Dallas having two different diameters to 
include three different diameters in order to reduce running time. While the combination 
of Dallas in view of Dearing is silent as to the size of the third diameter, it is understood 
to one having ordinary skill in the art that certain diameters are used for certain 
downhole operations. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to have the third diameter be of a different size depending on 
the particular needs of the downhole operation. 

Applicant also argues that the apparatus in Dearing can only be used to operate 
a dead well. The applicant appears to be arguing that Dearing is the primary reference. 
Dearing is not the primary reference, but only the secondary reference. The Dearing 
reference is being used merely to show that it would have been obvious to modify the 
gripper chain drive system of Dallas to include a third coil griping surface, in order to 
reduce the running time. 

Applicant also argues that the apparatus taught by Dearing et al. cannot be used 
to inject even two coiled tubing strings of different diameter at the same time. The 
applicant appears to be arguing that Dearing is the primary reference. Dearing is not 
the primary reference, but only the secondary reference. The Dearing reference is 
being used merely to show that it would have been obvious to modify the gripper chain 
drive system of Dallas to include a third coil griping surface, in order to reduce the 
running time. 
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Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicole Coy whose telephone number is 571-272-5405. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 7:30-5:00, 1st F off. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David Bagnell can be reached on 571-272-6999. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300, 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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